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Copy of a REPORT made by Tlie Directors General of 
Inland Navigation, to The Lord Lieutenant of Inland, 
dated the 14th April 1813. 



TO HIS GRACE THE LORD LIEUTENANT, 
&c. &c. &c. 



14th April 1813. 

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR GRACE, 

/"E have received the honour of a Letter from William Gregory, esq. dated the 
’ ^ 12th instant, enclosing copies of a Letter from Daniel Bagot, esq. Secretary to 
the Directors of the Grand Canal Company to the Right honourable Robert Peel, 
dated the 6th February last ; and of its several enclosures; respecting the Extension of 
the Royal Canal from Coolnahay to the river Shannon, near Tarmonbarry ; and other 
matters relating to the conduct and affairs of the Grand Canal Company ; and 
signifying your Grace’s desire, that we will take the same into our consideration, and 
report our opinion thereupon, with such observations as we may think neceffary. 

In obedience to your Grace’s commands we have carefully perused and considered 
tlje said Letter from the GrandCanal Company; and for brevity’s sake we shall very 
shortly notice the piincipal points of the said Letter, referring with numbers to the 
pages of the printed copy where the respective passages may be consulted at large. 



No. i,page 16. — It is observed, that in our Report of the 24th February 1812 we 
have with tlie affairs of tlie Royal Canal Company mingled those of the Grand Canal 
Company. 

The offence, if it be so, is not of any magnitude ; but upon inspection of our 
Report we conceive it will appear to your Grace, that matters respecting the Grand 
Canal Company are introduced only as they are connected wkh the concerns of the 
Royal Canal Company. 

The paragraphs numbered 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, page 1 7, impute to us insinuations, 
indirect charges, the repeating charges of illegality, the questioning the correctness of 
their accounts, leaving it at the same time uncertain whether such supposed erroneous 
statements were made intentionally, or by mistake. 

To all which we offer this general answer, That with tlie most perfect impartiality 
we conducted our examinations ; seeking the tmdi, the whole ti'uth, and nothing but 
the trutli. Permit us to refer to page 197 of the papers printed by Order of the House 
of Commons, dated 22d July i8i2, where it appears that one of the Directors, 
emment in station, knowlegc and ability, did, in concurrence with all the Director.^ 
present, nine in number, declare tliat “ the case had come fairly before the 
“ inquirers ; that no incompetent witness had been examined ; that no inadini''sible 
“ evidence had been received against the Company; that no legal evidence which 
“ they had to offer had been refused ; and that tiiey should think it impossible to 
“ conceive a case wlierc the determination would follow upon a fairer bearing, or 
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" where the parties would have less reason to complain.*’ From the body of 
evidence so taken upon oath «e drc\v onr statement of tacts. The facts we have 
stated, and the chaiyes in our Reports, arc made openly and directly, not by inshmatiou. 
1 lie repeating thetn on subsequent occasions we deemed rcquibiie to impi-css more 
strongly the necessity of relonn. Wo have questioned the correctness of their 
accounts, and we laiil before j’oiir Grace a distinct exposure of the errors, leaving the 
accounts ayd ttie evidence to licar tliciv tcstimojiy, li e did oot judge mens minds • 
and have not said that such errors were unintentional, but we have left itto'tlm 
Company to pnjve that they w^erc made hy mistake. Wiicre we iiave ofiered our 
opinions upon matti‘rs of impropriety or illegality, we have not clone it by indirect 
charge ; wc iiave avoivod thorn openly ; and stated fully the groimcls upon wiiich we 
formed such opinioiis, in order, that if wc had been mistaken,'' wc might be corrected 
tmd set rigirt. With respect -fo-tlie -GoH^pany forhear+ng to c<H4trovcr-t ti*e- .atateHh-Hrtsix 
opinions and reasonings in our Reports, they may explain the reasons thereof- wc c-n 
only sayv that till nuw.Uicy did not think fit to Jo so ; and that tliey had a ti-ourahle 
■opportuftity of so doirfg, when,- by an Orefer of the Privy Council of flic 27th January 
1810, they were alloued a copy of the Observations made by our Board on their Me- 
morial, previous to the hearing of their Appeal before the Council. Those observations 
arc among the papers printed 2ud July j8i2, from page 3 to page 36. 

P’ opinion wJiich lately prevailed, that the 

Grand Canal C'op:^aiiy had consented to discontinue their opposition to the Exten- 
sion of the Royal Clanal to ’I'armonbarry, we do not know that sucii anxicinign did 
«xist^ or upon what it was founded ; we entertained no such opinion ; but dij pai'- 
Jrcularly advert to fheir detenjiination to oppose it in our Report of the 1 gtli February 
Q, pages of the, printed copy 22S and 229 ; referring to what we have there said 
•we will not trouble your Grace further on this point. ’ 

. Kd. io.-!-Upon this paragraph we must observe, that the Grand Canal Company 
.Jo not at present controvert the legal right of the Royal Canal Company to carry 
their Navigation fiom Mullingar to Tarnionbarry, provided it be at their own ex”- 
iitehse ; the Tigiit surely rcmtrin.s, though the expense be aided by a Grant conditioned 
^or the lowering tluvir- Toils according to the express purposed the law ; the Map 
does not exist. J’lie restrictions on the Line of Direction of any new Canal are nro- 
vided by law exclusive of those, we apprehend the Company would have a ri'dit 
to lead theb Line as they might choose; but in such case they mast pay for°all 
damage's suffered thereby. 

* _ No. 1 1 and 1 2.— Respecting the adjudication of the Pnvy Council, wc say that it 
did 'certainly reverse die decision of our Board ; but that tlie right claimed by the 
Grand Canal Company was not thcrciiy established or rccognistfd. Our Chairman 
is one of His Majesty’s Privy Council ; but, with the respect due to that body he 
did not disclose to us any'of the opinions or debates which passed in Council with 
closed^ doors ; ayd Uierefore we repeat that this Board has not any knowled-^e of the 
grounds upon which that reversal was founded ; nor can wc presume to sav what 
•were the principles upon which the Council advised such reversal. Our Cliainran 
having Joined with the rest of the Board in the closest examination into the laws the 
^veral -rights ^ the parties, their contending interests, and the important interests of 
5iie Lmted Kingdom, and having conc-jrred vvith us in forming our decision after a 
-laboriOMs and impartial investigation and discussion of the subject, we cannot doubt 
that he did endeavour to justify that decision ; but of the arguments he used or how 
they .were answered, we are ignorant, \Fe therefore consider that tiiese statements 
pn the part of the Grand Canal Company are to very little purpose. 



^ No >3, page 19.— To as little purpose have the Company brought forward Mr 
Rennie s Reports In the last of those Reports he professes to ha?c made it upon 
an eye survey, and distinctly says, that “ nothing positive can be settled till the I evels 
have been tried.” Surveys have accordingly been made ; and by the Line nro- 
posed by Mr Jones, and improved by Mr. Killaly’s subsequent Survey, the difficulties 
stated by Mr. Rennie against the old Line proposed by the late “Mr Evans are 
avoided by a deviation of about one Mile, making a saving of at least One Hundred 
Jhousand Pounds. The Line suggested by Ardagh was found to be nearly imorac- 
ticable; the lowest Pass through the heights in that direction being ascertained to be 
One Hundred and riiirty Feet above the level. We understand that tlie country is there 
to all appearaneb, flat, and that the eye may be easily deceived ; tlie rise from the 
limy being uniformly gradual, so that the deception could not be discovered but by 
the test of the levels. iVe do not perceive that Mr. Rennie recommended anv mi 
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Iknlar Lme, hnt on-y the making trials in various directions, pointed out by liim after, 
an cyn survey, fov^onre more practicable and less expensive Line tlian iJr. Evans’s. 

No. 14.— Wc _do not know that the Maps or Documents produced in open Court 
conciiidfd the opinion of the Council Board upon the Grand Canal claim; nor cun 
HO pretend to say what influence 4 he asertions or arguments in open Court had upon 
•the decision of the Council. One assertion we founrl it incumbent upon us to contra- 
dict, in the mostcxjilicit and positive manner, in a Letter to the Grand Canal Com- 
pany, dated the -24th September 1810, of which -we tlien took the lil>eity to lay before 
your Grace a copy, and which Letter is printed, Iiy Order of the House of Commons 
of the 22d July i8i2, and will be found at the 52d page. 

No. 15.— The claii'c here in part quoted, “ That no Canal, or Off-branch from 

any. Canal, shall be authorized by the Directors General to be carried on which 
“ shall interfere with, approach toward.*, or be injnrkius to. any other Canal, without 
“ the consent of tlie Company of Undertakers of such Canal,” is not absolute and 
widiout exception ; for thestatutg proceeds to say, “ unless the said Directors shall, 
■“ ii[>on hearing the p-arties, think proper, and tlie determination be approved of by 
“ tl>e Ixird Lientenant, or oilier Chief Governor or Governors of Ireland, and hv the 
•“ Lords Commissioners of the Treasury then follows the provisions for Appeal 
to the Lord Lieutenant in Council, rrmn hence we think it evident tiiat the I^gks- 
latiire considered liiat cases might arise in wliich the Public Interest would rendc° it 
proper to carry on such iiew Cannl, though it should be open to the objections there 
stilted ; or in case that the refusal of consent should not be laid upon sound ar’^uincnts ■ 
that exception adds streiigili, if it were necessary, to the grounds on which we acted* 
and made the dc-ci.sion which received the approbation oGyouv Grace and (he Lords 
of His Majesty's Trea.siiry. ^Ve did then think, and continue humlfly to be of 
opinion, that it is proper to continue the Royal Canal from Coolnahay to Tannonharrv, 
and furtlicr to open it into Lough Hee, according to the express power vested in tiie 
Company by the Act of the 30th of Ills present Majesty, recited in bnv decision 
aforesaid. And we humbly conceive, that upon inspection of any Survey, in which 
both Canals are comprehended, it will maniferfly appear that tiie Extension of the 
Roy.lI Canal cannot interfere with tiie Grand Canal; that it does not approach 
towards the Grand Canal, but on the contrary continually diverges therefrom to a 
distant country ; t'aat it cannot be injurious to tliC Grand Canal ; imd that it does not 
infringe upon any rights of that Company. 

No. iG, page ip, to No. 17, page 20.— Respecting the Board's assertion, that 
the Graml Canal Company have not a riglit to obstruct the Royal Canal Company 
-in their progress to Tanuonbairy, and that althoiigli they had such right, it is given 
up by tlieir contract with this Board; we are not practised in the .su'btilties of law 
pleading, and must therefore he content to have recourse to facts and common sense. 
And as I'ne Grand Canal Company think that the words of the Agreement have not 
been fully quoted, we will extend our quotation farther than has been done in their 
letter, whereby the general object of that part of the Agreement will be more clearly 
understood, viz. “ And that the said Company and their successors shall and will, 
“ at all times hereafter, permit the Junction of any new Cana! or Canals which shall 
“ be hereafter projected on the Connaught or Western side of the said River Shannon, 
“ with the said navigation of the said river, at such part or parts of the said river 
“ as shall bo most convenient and advantageous to the projectoi’s or undertakers of 
“ such C.m.d or Canals;” then follows what is quoted by the Grand Canal Company; 

Aud it is hereby declared and agreed by and between the several parties, that 
“ nothing herein contained shall extend or be construed to extend to prevent or pre- 
“ elude any person or persons whatsoever, from making a navigable communication 
“ or communications with the River Shannon, by the River called the Lower or Little 
“ Brusna, or to [irevcnt or preclude any person or persons who are now by lawen- 
“ titled to make any navigable communication or communications otherwise with the 
“ said River Shannon on the Eastern or left bank thereof, to make, use and enjoy, at 
“ his or tlieir ovvn free will and pleasure, such navig.ible communication or comrmmi- 
“ cations.” The conditions here immediately following in the Contract show the 
ifitention to keep the Navigation on the Shannon as free and open as could consistently 
be done. When the Board were to conclude with the Grand Canal Company upon 
the conditions of that Contract, the Lords of the Treasury desired to hear us upon 
the subject. _ We expressed our purpose to have the navigation of the Shannon free 
to the Junction of new Canals on bolli sides of that River; such junction on the riglit 
■bank of the river was readily agreed to by a leading member of the Grand Canal 
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Company, w ho was present at that meeting ; but he objected to au unrestiicted 
admission on the left bank. In conclusion, however, he agreed to the junction by 
the River Brusna, and generally to the admission of Canals on the led bank by any 
•}>ersons legally entitled. It must be remarked, that the Grand Canal Company have 
declared that they expected when they should join the Shannon to find that river 
made navigable at the Public expense, in which case we think their present objection 
to the Iloyal Canal could iTot possibly have arisen from them, provided the Royal 
Canal did not approach nearei- to the Grand Canal than four miles. They have 
al^ stated, that the navigation of the Shannon is not a part of their canal, they 
Ijeing only contractors for executing that navigation, which in our opinion places 
tliciii for so much, under the same circumstances as contractors not concerned in or 
connected with, their canal, wlm consequently could not oppose the junction of the 
Jloyai Canal. We do not mean to argue that it nould now be proper, by any act, 
legislative or otherwise, to introduce the Royal Canal into the Shannon, Soutiiward 
of Athlone; but we contend, that if it were thought expedient to do so the Grand 
Canal Company have, according to the true intent and meaning of tlie said Agree- 
ment and Contract, precluded themselves from opposing it, provided it should not 
■approach nearer to the Grand Caiwl tiian four miles. And yet the Grand Canal 
Company now oppose -the commuaicaliou of the Royal Canal with Lough Ree, by 
-the mouth of the River Inny, ten miles from the Northern extremity of their naviga- 
tion on the Shannon, and twenty-seven miles from the Giand Canal at Shannon 
JIarbour, or even the communication of the Royal Canal with the Shannon at Tar- 
4nonbarry, many miles fartlier froai their Shannon navigation, and from the Grand 
Canal. 

It is further to be remarked, tliat in the Statements laid before the Irish Parlia- 
ment in 1800, by the several Navigation Companies, soliciting aid (which may be 
¥cen in the printed Journals of tlie llouse of Commons), the Royal Canal Company 
tlid in three different places state their intention of extending their Canal to Tar- 
monbarry, with an off-branch to Athlone. And further, that the completion of the 
said Canals to Tarmonbarry ami Athloiie will enable the farmers of Roscommon, 
I^itrim, Sligo, Cavan, Longford, Meath and Westmeath, to bring the produce of 
their lands to the city of Dublin. These were printed, and made public for a con- 
siderable time; yet the Grand Canal Company did not bring forward any objection, 
■cither at that time, or during tire progress of the Act of the 40th,of His Majesty, or 
aiterw ards w hen we made the agreement and grant for the extension to Coohiahay. 

^ No. 18 and ip. Page 21. — The Company claim and insist upon the right of 
’Carriage l^ Inland Navigation of all articles between Dublin and the district of 
•country adjoining the Grand Canal, and the Southern and Middle parts of the River 
Shannon; and say that upon this ground they founded their ojiposition to the Exten- 
-sioii of the Iloyal Canal with the aid of Public Money, by Ballyraahon to Tarmon- 
barry, conceiving it to bean invasion of such right; and they add, that tlie pro- 
duce of those districts is already, at least in part, brought to Dublin by the Grand 
Canal. To what extent, or upon what title that right, or the assertion of its inva- 
■sion by the Extension to Tarmonbarry, is established, we do not know'. That they 
•have the possession of the Banks, "Works and Tolls, on the Shannon, between 
Lough Derg and Lough Rce, as made over to them by our Board, is true; but if 
Ihey mean to assert that they liave the sole right to use that Navigation, or that their 
l ights ot any description pass the Northern extremity of their Canal at Athlone, we 
do pereinptorily deny it, and appeal to their Contract, which carefully prevents 
their having or assuming any such rights. We believe that some small trade is 
carried on by the Grand Canal between Dublin and parts of the Shannon to the 
Northward of Athlone, owing to the Royal Canal not being completed; but wc 
•believe that it is and ever must be very insignificant, in comparison of the trade 
wiiich will be carried on by t!ie Royal Canal when continued to Tarmonbarry, with 
a. Snort' oft-branch to the navigable Inny near Abby Shrnle. In our recoinmenda- 
•tion of this Extension we are far from limiting our views to the present state of agri- 
culture in the countries which will he immediately benefited by the Navigation. We 
look to a great extension and increase of agriculture by the improvement of the soil, 
and ot industry tiy the clieap conveyance of manufactures, advantages well to be 
•expected ffom a direct conveyance to the Marketer Port of Exportation, but not 
• 1 ') be hoped for by a circuitous and more expensive conveyance. In the mean time 
the Royal Can^ being stopped at Coolnahay, twelve miles from Lough Ree, and 
-twenty-four miles short ot its destination at Tarmonbarry, some little trade may- 
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force its way by the Gran<} Canal, that never can bo sufficient to encourage llie 
improvement of the country as the extension of the Royal Canal would. " 



Permit us to offer one observation vespectin" the Coal and Iron Mine at Eou-H 
Allen, 'i'he country immediately about that Lake is mountainous, and of little pro- 
duce except in those articles. The Navigation of the Shannon Southward now cont- 
inences about six or seven miles below that Lake ; and we are of opinion that a 
(Janal for that distance, to cari'y Boats of Seven Feet breadtli and about Seventy Feet 
long, would be sufficient for the Public Service. Stores and Depots, with prober 
Wharfs, would be formed at the junctiem of that Canal with the navigable Sbrnmon, 
and the Goods be there shipped on vessels of a proper construction lo navigate the 
River, its Lakes, and the Navigation to Dublin ; tliis would make a very considerable 
saving of expense in the Works of the Navigation to Lough Allen. 

No. 20, Page 21.— With respect fo the Directors and the Company making 
Dividends out ot any Fund but the clear profits, we have already so fully stated 
our opinions in our fanner Reports, that it must be unnecessary to repeat them ; 
and we take the liberty of referring to our Report of the 1 itli April 1 8 11, pa.re n > 
to 96, of the printed Papers, and to the Evidence therein referred to. We’ may 
also refer to the disapprobation and opposition of Joseph Husband, Esquire, a 
Gentleman of professional ability, and most intimate acquaintance with the affairs of 
the Company, so far as it is expressed in his Evidence, page 152. The opinion of 
His Majesty’s Attorney and Solicitor General appears to apply not particularly to the' 
Dividends, but generally to a question whether there was sufficient ground for a 
legal proceeding against the Company on the part of Government or the Public; 
As to the illegality of their making Dividends out of the Money subscribed for their 
Caphal, and the dissipation thereby of so ranch of their Capital, though apparently 
standing unreduced, and remaining nominally at tlie full ainonnt, we Tubmitted ouf 
©pinion to yoar Grace on the 19th February 1812, pages 223 and 224, of the 
printed Papers, and we do not know that our opinion has been as yet controverted. 

No. 21, Page 2 2. —The errors which wo did notice in the statement of their Ac- 
counts are in our judgment positive, and by no means to be considered as merely 
technical questions between the two Accounfants. The excuse admits- fhat the 
Coals happened to remain unsold, yet the item is brought into Account as-Morie'y 
received at tlie rate of twelve shillings the ton, while in another Account the*article 
is stated as remaining on hand, and valued at twenty shillings the ton. As well mi^ht 
an Agent claim allowance in one Account for an out-standing arrear, and in another 
take credit for ite same sum as having beea paid into the Bank. By recurrence to 
our Report of the ist February last (page 10, of the Papers printed by order of 
t-lie nth March) the fact and its consequence will be seen distinctly stated, whereby 
there is shown a deficiency in income of upwards of Three Thousand Pounds upon 
their half year’s account, instead of a surplus, as reported to the Companv. 

No. 2-2, Page 2-2, — The Letter states that in the year 1 809 the Directors of the 
Grand Canal Company submitted to our Board Objections, in wiitiog, to a pro- 
poscd'Gra'fft Of 'S'erGfity-fTv^ Thousand Pounds- to the R^al Ctmal Company, and tlrat 
our Board, however, recommended it, without giving to the Grand Canal Company 
any opportunity of supporting their objections by evidence.- 



We did not recommend any such' Grant for the Royal Canal Company. But we 
die Letter intends- to ahude to our Ivearing of tlie parties on those objections. 
■We beg leave to inform your Grace, that having appointed a day for such hearing, the 
parties met, but the debates being attended with discord and confusion, it was agreed, 
by consent of both parties, that the Grand Canal Company should state their objec- 
tions dcdiberately and fully in writing (which ini^ht require a fortnight's time) ; that dm 
Royal Canal Company should answer them' in like manner, and that our Board 
should from thence form their conclusion. From the papers accompanying our 
decision, which were afterwards laid before the Privy Council, and are among the 
papers printed by order of the 22d July 1812 from page I'to 34, it will be seen 
how lully the Granil Canal Company stated in their IMcinorial every matter vvhicli 
they iniagined could_ bear upon the subject ; and from our observations on that 
Alemorial we trust it will not be denied that wc gave attention to every sentence of 
the Grand Canal Company, several are eminent lawyers ; and we do not tliink their 
case could suffer upon a deliberate consideration of their claims, commilled to 
writing by them in consequence of such mutual agreement. 

-Sj* B From 
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From No. 2.7, Page 22, to the end. — The Letter proceeds chiefly to argue against 
the Board's recommendation of a (irant of 'Hiree imndred Thousand Pounds to the 
Royal Canal Company. Arguments upon an unfounded assertion fall to tlie ground 
of course. We have therefore nothing more to state than that we did not recommend, 
or ever entertained a iliuugljt of recommending, such a Grant. 

To the other matters of objection scattered through those latter pages it is suf- 
cientlor us here to state, — That v.e do not think the Extension of the Royal Canal 
to Tarmonbarry, or t>y an oft-bmiich to Lough Ilee by the Inny, or to any other part 
on the shores of that Lake, would be injurious to any rights to '\hicli tlie Grand Canal 
Company are entitled, 'i hat far from being a waste of the Public Money, «e tliink it 
would be one of the most beneficial acts to which Public Money could be applied. 
That uj)on the latest inquiries it appears that there is an ample supply of Water. 
Tliat the said line of canal is in every respect preferable to any other which has been 
suggested ; that it will not prevent the junction of other lines, whenever it shall be 
thought expedient to execute them. That Mr. Rennie’s Report, to whicli tiie letter 
refers, only recommends surveys and levels to be taken to explore what suggested 
itself to him upon an eye survey, but that the result of those surveys was unfavour- 
able. That the Royal Canal Company are not do»m/ but eniitkdhy repeated statutes 
and by Royal Charter to carry their Canal to the Shannon at Tarmonbarry with ofl- 
braiiches as described. That wc have had in prospect, as may be seen from our 
several papers printed, the navigation of the Inny up to Piiiae ; the continuation of 
tlie Royal Canal Line to the River Erne, and its junction with Lough Erne ; a line 
from tlie Royal Canal by Athboy, Kells, Virginia, and so Northward ; and many 
others pointed out in our Instructions of the 21st of September i8fo to Mr. Killaly. 
That we tliink lines more Northward than to the Shannon at Tarmonbarry, with off- 
branches as described, are very desirable, and will in themselves, and in their proper 
time, be of essential service to the country ; but that the abandoning the Line to 
Tarmonbarry, to favour others, would be highly injurions to the Public Interest, as 
well as to the just claims of Individuals and the rights of the Royal Canal 
Company. 

All which is submitted to your Grace’s consideration, with the utmost duty and 
respect. 



By your Grace’s most obedient 

And most humble servants, 



(Signed) S. Hamilton'. 

Robt. RuTiEDcr.. 



Michl. Burke. 
Joshua Kemmis. 



(A correct Copy) 

C. JF. Flint. 
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